REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the non- final Office Action mailed August 23, 2004. 
Upon entry of the amendments in this response, claims 1 - 20 are pending. In particular. 
Applicants have amended claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 10 and 17. Reconsideration and allowance of the 
application and presently pending claims are respectfully requested. 

I. Election of Species 

The Office Action acknowledges the Applicants' election of species HI, for which 
Applicants beheved claims 1-8, 17 and 18 to be readable (corresponding to figures 6-10), with at 
least claims 1 and 17 generic. However, the Office Action alleges that claims 4-6 refer to 
figure 14, which is a non-elected species. Accordingly, claims 4-6 were withdrawn firom 
consideration. 

However, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 4-6 are not only referring to the non- 
elected species illustrated in Fig. 14, but also to the elected species illustrated in Figs. 6-10. 
Specifically, the threaded portion being located at the first end portion of the elongated element 
of the towing device is illustrated in Fig. 7, for example. The "threaded portion" is designated by 
the reference numeral 6. Furthermore, the "cup" of claims 4-6 is also illustrated in Fig. 7 and 
designated by the reference numeral 12. Apphcants also direct attention to the description of 
Figs. 6-8 on page 10, lines 4-15 of the specification. 

Consequently, it is believed that claims 1-8, 17 and 18 are readable on the elected species. 
In addition, it is emphasised that at least claims 1 and 1 7 are generic to all the species of the 
present appHcation. 
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IL Claims 1 - 3 and 17 - 18 are Patentable Over Kiss 

The Office Action rejected claims 1 - 3 and 17 - 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,158,760 to Kiss (''Kiss''). For at least the reasons set forth 
below, the rejection should be withdrawn and the claims allowed, 

Independent Claim 1 

Independent Claim 1, as amended, recites: 

1 . A towing device for motor vehicles, comprising: 

an elongated element having a length, a cross section, a first end portion 
and a second end portion, 

the cross section of said elongated element at least along a part of 
the length of said elongated element being designed to be hollow; and 

the first end portion including a threaded portion to be connected 
to a motor vehicle; and 

a lug, said lug being connected to the second end portion of said elongated 
element. 

(Emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 patently defines over 
Kiss for at least the reason that Kiss fails to disclose, teach, or suggest the features emphasized in 
bold text above. 

Unlike amended claim 1, which includes a towing device having an elongated element 
with ^^the first end portion including a threaded portion to be connected to a motor vehicle'' 
Kiss apparently discloses a hitch assembly including "a hitch member 12 coupled to a receiver 14 
via a locking pin 16'' (Emphasis added, col. 2, lines 34-35). Specifically, for coupling, the pin 
16 is introduced through a pair of aligned holes 24 located in the base portion 20 of the hitch 
member 12, (Col. 2, lines 40-42). This "hole and pin cormection" is not equivalent to the 
"threaded portion" as recited in claim 1. 
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Thus, unlike the "hole and pin connection" of Kiss, the towing device according to 
amended claim 1 includes "a threaded portion to be connected to a motor vehicle." The threaded 
portion, for example, may be easily connected to the motor vehicle by screwing it into, or onto, a 
corresponding threaded portion of the motor vehicle. One potential advantage is that a threaded 
connection does not require any additional parts to form the connection. For example, the "hole 
and pin connection" disclosed by Kiss apparently requires locking pin 16, which may be lost or 
jostled from place during use or storage. 

Another additional potential advantage is that a threaded connection using the claimed 
"threaded portion" can be much more secure of a connection. Furthermore, a threaded 
connection requires less clearance than "the hole and pin connection" disclosed in Kiss. 
Moreover, the threaded portion may be connected to the motor vehicle without having to use a 
receiver, or similar, which protrudes from the body of the vehicle. For example, in KisSy it would 
apparently not be possible to introduce the pin through the holes unless the receiver protrudes 
outwardly from the vehicle. 

Accordingly, and for at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that 
independent claim 1 defines over Kiss and should be allowed. Furthermore, because independent 
claim 1 is allowable over the prior art of record, dependent claims 2-16 are allowable as a matter 
of law for at least the reason that they contain all the features and elements of corresponding 
independent claim 1. 

Independent Claim 17 

Independent Claim 17, as amended, recites: 

17. A towing device, comprising: 

a rod element having a length, a cross section, a first end portion and a 
second end portion. 
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the cross section of said rod element at least along a substantial part 
of the length of said rod element being designed to be hollow; 

the first end portion including a threaded portion to be 
operativefy connected to a motor vehicle; and 
a lug being connected to the second end portion of said rod element. 

(Emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that claim 17 patently defines over Kiss for at 

least the reason that Kiss fails to disclose, teach, or suggest the features emphasized in bold text 

above. 

Unlike amended claim 1 7, which includes a towing device having a rod element with 
*^the first end portion including a threaded portion to be operativefy connected to a motor 

vehicle,'' Kiss apparently discloses a hitch assembly including "a hitch member 12 coupled to a 
receiver 14 via a locking pin 16'' (Emphasis added, col. 2, lines 34-35). Specifically, for 
coupling, the pin 16 is introduced through a pair of aligned holes 24 located in the base portion 
20 of the hitch member 12. (Col. 2, lines 40-42). This "hole and pin connection" is not 
equivalent to the "threaded portion" as recited in claim 17. 

Thus, unlike the "hole and pin connection" of Kiss, the towing device according to 
amended claim 17 includes "a threaded portion to be operatively connected to a motor vehicle." 
The threaded portion, for example, may be easily connected to the motor vehicle by screwing it 
into, or onto, a corresponding threaded portion of the motor vehicle. One potential advantage is 
that a t hreaded c onnection d oes n ot r equire a ny a dditional p arts t o f orm t he c onnection. For 
example, the "hole and pin connection" disclosed by Kiss apparently requires locking pin 1 6, 
which may be lost or jostled firom place during use or storage. 

Another additional potential advantage is that a threaded connection using the claimed 
"threaded portion" can be much more secure of a connection. Furthermore, a threaded 
connection requires less clearance than "the hole and pin connection" disclosed in Kiss. 
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Moreover, the threaded portion may be connected to the motor vehicle without having to use a 
receiver, or similar, which protrudes from the body of the vehicle. For example, in Kiss, it would 
apparently not be possible to introduce the pin through the holes unless the receiver protrudes 
outwardly from the vehicle. 

Accordingly, and for at least these reasons. Applicants respectfiiUy submit that 
independent claim 17 defines over Kiss and should be allowed. Furthermore, because 
independent claim 17 is allowable over the prior art of record, dependent claims 18-20 are 
allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that they contain all the features and elements 
of corresponding independent claim 17. 

Dependent Claims 2-3 and 18 

AppHcants submit that the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection to claims 2-3 and 18 is rendered 
moot in light of any of the arguments made above and, therefore, claims 2-3 and 18 are 
allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that claims 2-3 and 18 contain all the 
features and elements of their corresponding independent claim. For at least this reason. 
Applicants request that the rejection of claims 2-3 and 18 be withdrawn. 

III. Claims 17-18 are Patentable Over Daizo 

The Office Action also rejected claims 17 ~ 18 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly 
being anticipated by Japanese Publication 200296742 to Daizo ("Z)azzo"). For the reasons set 
forth below, the rejection should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 
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Independent Claim 17 

Independent Claim 17, as amended, recites: 

17. A towing device, comprising: 

a rod element having a length, a cross section, a first end portion and a 
second end portion, 

ihQ cross section of said rod element at least along a substantial 
part of the length of said rod element being designed to be hollow; and 

the first end portion including a threaded portion to be 
operatively connected to a motor vehicle; and 
a lug being connected to the second end portion of said rod element. 

{Emphasis added). AppHcants respectfully submit that claim 17 patently defines over Daizo for 

at least the reason that Daizo fails to disclose, teach, or suggest the features emphasized in bold 

text above. 

Assuming the Office Action alleges that hook base bracket member 5a is the alleged 
claimed "rod element," hook base bracket member 5a is not configured with "a substantial part 
of the length of said rod element being designed to be hollow." Rather, Daizo discloses, at most, 
that "a hook base bracket member 5 a in which a hook female screw part screwed with the hook 
male screw part is formed recessedly and provided in the bumper reinforcement member." 
(English Abstract). More specifically, looking to the unlabeled figure shown in the Daizo 
abstract, the "male screw part" (unlabeled) of hook 1 1 is completely screwed into the "female 
screw part" (unlabeled) of the hook base bracket member 5a such that there is no hollow portion. 
Accordingly, hook base bracket member 5a is not hollow, and is certainly not hollow along "a 
substantial part of the length" as recited in claim 17. Accordingly, claim 17 is patentable over 
Daizo for at least the reason that Daizo does not disclose, teach, or suggest "a towing device 
having a rod element with "the cross section of said rod element at least along a substantial part 
of the length of said rod element being designed to be hollow^^ as recited in claim 17. 
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Furthermore, claim 17 is patentable over Daizo for at least the additional and independent 
reason that Daizo does not disclose, teach, or suggest "a towing device having a rod element with 
^Hhe first end portion including a threaded portion to be operatively connected to a motor 
vehicle Rather, Daizo discloses a hitch assembly in which "a hook female screw part is formed 
on the leg part outer peripheral surface of the hook member 1 1 for towing vehicle (sic), and a 
hook base bracket member 5a in which a hook female screw part screwed (sic) with the hook 
male screw part is formed recessedly." (English Abstract). Thus, although hook member 1 1 (the 
alleged lug) i s apparently " screwed" i nto t he e nd ( the a Ueged first e nd) o f h ook b ase b racket 
member 5a (the alleged rod element), the hook base bracket member 5a of Daizo does not 
include "a threaded portion to be operatively connected to a motor vehicle^' as recited in claim 
17. Rather, the alleged threaded portion apparently connects hook member 11 to hook base 
bracket member 5a. Accordingly, claim 17 is patentable over Daizo for at least the additional 
reason that Daizo does not disclose, teach, or suggest a towing device having a rod element with 
^Hhe first end portion including a threaded portion to be operatively connected to a motor 
vehicle^* as recited in claim 17. 

Accordingly, and for at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that 
independent claim 17 defines over Daizo and should be allowed. Furthermore, because 
independent claim 17 is allowable over the prior art of record, dependent claims 18-20 are 
allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that they contain all the features and elements 
of corresponding independent claim 17. 

Dependent Claim 18 

AppHcants submit that the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection to claim 18 is rendered moot in Hght 
of any of the arguments made above and, therefore, claim 18 is allowable as a matter of law for at 
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least the reason that claim 18 contains all the features and elements of corresponding independent 
claim 17. For at least this reason, Applicants request that the rejection of claim 18 be withdrawn. 

IV. Claims 7-8 are Patentable Over Kiss in view of Dees 

The Office Action rejected claims 7-8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Kiss in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,801 ,1 34 to Dees ^Dees''). Without 
acquiescing to this argument, Applicants submit that because independent claim 1 is allowable 
over the prior art of record, dependent claims 7-8 (which depend from independent claim 1) are 
allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims contain all the 
elements and features of independent claim 1 . 

V. Prior Art Made of Record 

The prior art made of record has been considered, but is not believed to affect the 
patentabihty of the presently pending claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



The Applicants respectfully submit that all claims are now in condition for allowance, 
and request that the Examiner pass this case to issuance. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a 
telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call 
the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 

No fee is believed to be due in connection with this response. If, however, any fee is 
deemed to be payable, you are hereby authorized to charge any such fee to Deposit Account No. 20- 



THOMAS, KAYDEN, 
HORSTEMEYER & RISLEY, L.L.P. 
100 Galleria Parkway N.W., Suite 1750 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
(770) 933-9500 



0778. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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